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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFIC CT 

PARADISE CRE

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the University of Ida e conducting a Feasibility 
Study of aquatic ecosystem restoration and environmental en ncements on a section of Paradise 
Cr
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As roposed action constitutes a 
“…major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment…” and 
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Im ementation of all of the separate areas is dependent on funding and obtaining the necessary 
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EK ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECT 
MOSCOW, IDAHO 

 
 

ho ar
ha

eek in Moscow, Idaho.  The Feasibility Study is being conducted in accordance with Section 
6 of the Water Resource Development Act of 1996, which authorizes the Corps to undertake 
uatic ecosystem restoration projects in the public interest.  The University of Idaho is the non-
eral sponsor for this ecosystem restoration project.  The City of Moscow is also very 

pportive of this effort.  The city has signed a letter of understanding with the University that 
rifies the commitments between the two parties.   

 required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and subsequent implementing 
ulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality, this Environmental 
sessment (EA) was prepared in order to determine whether the p

ether an environmental impact statement is required.  This EA documents the evaluation and 
nsideration of environmental effects throughout the study and planning process for the 
toration and enhancement of Paradise Creek.  Based upon the project purpose and objectives, 
ernative concepts for habitat enhancements were developed and evaluated.   

is project encompasses the restoration and rehabilitation of certain reaches of Paradise Creek 
ated on the campus of the University of Idaho in Moscow, Idaho.  Some of the benefits of this 
ject include aquatic and riparian habitat improvements, enhanced environmental 

stainability, improved flood control, storm water quality improvements, and enhanced research 
portunities in the area of storm water mitigation and bioremediation. 

veral alternatives for environmental improvements to Paradise Creek were developed and 
alyzed.  The preferred alternative relocates a portion of Paradise Creek as it exists today, 
ving it from a trapezoidal, riprap-lined, concrete covered channel and restoring the creek to an 

en channel approximating the creek's historical channel alignment.  Additionally, habitat 
provements on upstream and downstream sections of the creek and construction of storm 
ter wetland cells are recommended to be included as part of the preferred alternative.  
pl
l estate instruments to construct the project.  Funding priority will be given first to relocate the 

annel and make habitat improvements on the new channel.   

                                             
his DRAFT FONSI has been prepared to reflect the Feasibility Study analysis to date.  Additional information 
y be obtained during public review that will be included in the final decision on the applicability of a FONSI.   
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Other alternatives considered included uncovering and improving Paradise Creek in the existing 
co
ac
 
Th ordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality, the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, the Idaho State Historic 
Pr
de
Of

vered channel, creating a new channel within an existing overflow swale, as well as taking no 
tion at all. 

 project was coe

eservation Office, the Nez Perce Tribe, and the public.  A concurrence letter on our 
termination, "no effect on historic properties", was received from the Historic Preservation 
fice on November 24, 2003.  The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality issued 401 

Ce
co
 
(A
 
In ew of the information provided by these sources and the environmental assessment, I find 
tha
the
 
 
 
 
 

rtification under the Clean Water Act on (Insert Date when received).  The project is in 
mpliance with all applicable laws and regulations. 

 summary of public comments, agency comments, and our responses will be included here.) 

vi
t the proposed action would not significantly affect the quality of the human environment; 
efore, an environmental impact statement is not required. r

Date:_________________      Insert appropriate name here 
           Lieutenant Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
           District Engineer 
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ct of 1969 and sub
ulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality, this Environmental 
sessment has been prepared to determine whether the action proposed by the U.S. Army Corps 
Engineers and the University of Idaho constitutes a “…major Federal action significantly 
ecting the quality of the human environment…” and whether an environmental impact 
tement is required.  This assessment documents the evaluation and consideration of 
vironmental effects throughout the study and planning process for the restoration and 
hancement of the creek and surrounding area.  Based on the project purpose and objectives, 
ernative concepts for creek alignment and habitat enhancements were developed and 
aluated.   

ction 1 of the document presents the general background of the project, the purpose of the 
ject, and the authority under which the project is being carried out.  This information 
litates the devei

r much of the environmental and socio-economic analysis in Section 3. 

ction 2 presents a general description of the project area, the alternatives that were developed 
d reviewed, and which alternatives were removed from further consideration.  This section 
o presents brief summaries of potential impacts of each alternative.  The environmental and 

o-economic effects of the alternatives that were determined to be reasonable in fulfilling the ci
ject purpose were evaluated in detail in Section 3. 

ction 3 discusses the existing environmental conditions in the project study area and the 
ticipated effects that would occur for each alternative.  In addition, the “No Action” alternative 
valuated, which provides a comparison to the other alternatives.  The descriptions of the 
logical, physical, cultural, and socio-economic resources serve as a basis for evaluation and 

mparison of the anticipated effects of the alternatives. 

ction 4 identifies the legal, policy, and regulatory requirements that could affect each of the 
posed alternatives.  The implications for each of those requirements are discussed with 
pect to the proposed alternatives. 

ction 5 presents the results of discussions with the agencies having regulatory responsibility or 
o manage the natural resources within the project area; and Section 6 lis
h

e Appendices contain supporting documentation, including letters from the project sponsor, a 
er of concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Office, and notes from a public 
ting. e



SECTION 1 – INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corp g a 
Fe
Ida
Re
res
thi
lett
(in
 
Th
op project.  For the purposes of this EA, the project study area includes a 
co dor along Paradise Creek from Highway 95 to Perimeter Drive.  The potential channel 
rel
To
M
Ida
 
Ke

blish a riparian vegetation corridor along the new Paradise Creek channel. 

• p
 
1.1  Ba r
Paradis r
directio o th 
Fork of e reek drains 34 square miles.  
Much o e Wetlands associated with riparian areas 
along Paradise Creek are in poor condition due to past and present management activities such as 
dra
 
In 
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cre
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lig
flo
 
 
 
 
 

 
s) and the Universi  of Idaho are conductinty

asibility Study of aquatic ecosystem restoration on a section of Paradise Creek in Moscow, 
ho.  The Feasibility Study is being conducted in accordance with Section 206 of the Water 
source Development Act of 1996, which authorizes the Corps to undertake aquatic ecosystem 
toration projects in the public interest.  The University of Idaho is the non-federal sponsor for 
s project.  The City of Moscow is also very supportive of this effort.  The city has signed a 
er of understanding with the University that verifies the commitments between the two parties 
 Appendix A).   

is Environmental Assessment (EA) considers potential impacts from both construction and 
eration of the proposed 
rri
ocation area just south of State Route 8 is also included.  The proposed project is located in 
wnship 39 North, Range 5 West, Sections 7, 12, and 18, Latah County, Idaho (Project Vicinity 
ap, Pg. 44).  The proposed project would include work by the Corps for the University of 
ho. 

y considerations of this study include opportunities to: 
• Daylight (uncovering and opening to the environment) about 1,100 feet of Paradise Creek 

that is currently a covered channel. 
• Esta
• Daylight a portion of Hog Creek (a tributary to Paradise Creek). 
• Improve water quality in Paradise Creek. 

Im rove the aesthetics in the area. 

ckg ound 
terly e C eek originates on Moscow Mountain (elev. 4,356 ft.), then flows in a southwes

n f r 20 miles, through Moscow, Idaho (elev. 2,520 ft.), ultimately to enter the Sou
 th Palouse River in Pullman, Washington.  Paradise C
f th  stream flows through agricultural fields.  

ining and tiling. 

the early 1900s, a section of Paradise Creek in Moscow was rerouted.  In addition to 
ocating the creek, an 1,100 foot section of the creek was covered in the 1960s.  The existing 
ek alignment enters a trapezoidal, riprap-lined, concrete covered channel immediately east of 

ne Street and continues in a fully enclosed channel for approximately 1,100 feet before day-
hting west of Rayburn Street.  Photo 1-1 shows the current alignment of Paradise Creek, 
wing directly under Paradise Creek Street.  Photo 1-2 shows the covered creek. 



 

Photo 1-1. Paradise Creek Street (looking west).  The overflow swale is located to the right of 
the sidewalk and street lamps. 

 
 

eek under Paradise Creek Street (looking east). Photo 1-2. Paradise Cr

 

adise Creek Ecosystem Restoration Project is to restore a highly degraded 
eek in the Moscow, Idaho area.  Adjacent areas of the creek that are not as 
so be considered in addition to the highly degraded section.  Restoration 
d by creating a healthy, diverse, and sustainable stream condition in 

e University of Idaho campus.  Restoration would improve in-stream 

 
 
1.2  Project Purpose 
The purpose of the Par
section of Paradise Cr
badly degraded may al
would be accomplishe
Paradise Creek around th
ha tat, rebuild a continuous habitat corridor and improve wildlife habitat along the identified 
sections of Paradise Creek.  Some of the other benefits of this project include enhanced 

bi
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environmental sustainability, storm water quality improvements, and improved flood damage 
red
 
1.3
Se ter Resources Development Act (WRDA) 1996 authorizes the Corps of 
En  projects for aquatic ecosystem restoration and protection if it is 
det
an
pro
Fe
of-
ma
 
 

uction. 

 Authority  
ction 206 of the Wa
gineers to carry out
ermined that the project will improve the quality of the environment, is in the public interest, 

d is cost-effective.  Not more than $5 million in Federal funds may be spent on a single 
ject.  The entire program is limited to $25 million in appropriations in a fiscal year.  A non-

deral interest must provide 35 percent of the project cost including all lands, easements, rights-
way, relocations, and disposal areas (LERRDs) as well as 100 percent of all operation and 
intenance costs.  
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SECTION 2 - Alternatives 
 
This section presents a general description of th were 
de
pot
A 
 
2.1
Moscow is located in the Idaho panhandle along the border with Washington State.  Moscow’s 
po f the University of Idaho.  Moscow 
ha
ba
Pa
rol
Pu
17.
ex
Oc
19
lim
hig
 
Ta
M

e project area, the alternatives that 
veloped, and which alternatives were removed from further consideration.  Brief summaries of 
ential impacts of each alternative are discussed.  The preferred alternative is also presented.  

more detailed discussion of impacts is presented in Section 3. 

  General Description of the Study Area 

pulation of around 25,000 is bolstered by the presence o
s a four-season climate with winter being the wettest time of the year.  Precipitation over the 
sin averages 23 inches with an average snowfall of about 48 inches.  The topography in the 
radise Creek watershed ranges from steep mountains in the headwaters to broad, rounded, 
ling, high prairies in the lower parts of the basin.  Elevations range from 2,360 feet at 
llman, WA to 4,500 feet at the headwaters of Paradise Creek.  Paradise Creek drains a basin of 
70 square miles above the University of Idaho at Moscow.  Flows in Paradise Creek are 

tremely variable, averaging less than one cubic foot per second (cfs) from July through 
tober, while peaking in excess of 400 cfs during spring runoff (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
89).  Flow frequencies are presented in Table 2-1.  The creek was identified as water quality 
ited from its headwaters to the Washington State line in 1994 for several pollutants.  During 
h flows, the creek typically carries a large suspended sediment load and woody debris.   

ble 2-1. Approximate flow frequencies for Paradise Creek at the University of Idaho at 
oscow, Idaho (below Hog Creek).   

Percent 
Exceedance 

Paradise Creek (drainage 
area 17.7 mi2) 

50   340 cfs 
20   515 cfs 
10    660 cfs 
4    885 cfs 
2 1,090 cfs 
1 1,310 cfs 

 
Within the covered portion of the channe torm water collection arge directly into 
the creek carrying untreated runoff and spring water from about 126 niversity of 
Idaho campus.  Just north of the creek (in right side of photo 1-1 rsity has 
constructed a 40-foot wide swale to carry flood flows.   
 
Though the creek once supported a trout f y, trout are not curren o occur in the 
project area or further upstream.  Fish species believed to be esent are shiners, suckers, dace, 
an
 
2.2
Th
11 ives during the planning 
pro ess.  The Corps and the University of Idaho identified a range of alternative concepts for this 
pro

l, 20 s  pipes disch
acres of the U

 the ), the Unive

isher tly known t
pr

d northern pikeminnow.   

  Alternatives 
e National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Corps of Engineers planning guidance (ER 
05-2-100) require the consideration of a reasonable range of alternat
c
ject.  These alternatives were evaluated to determine if they were feasible from an 
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engineering, environmental, and economic standpoint, and that they were consistent with the 
pro
wh
 
Th quatic habitat features have been used to 
est lish the projected benefits for each of the proposed alternatives and options.  Additionally, 
the
to 
be
 
2.2
W f the creek.  No 
ec m enhancements would be implemented.  There would be no change in the 
en  due to the no action alternative.  A sketch of this 
alt
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ject purpose.  A “No Action” alternative is also considered and provides a baseline from 
ich to compare the other alternatives.   

 estimated future amount of revegetated area and ae
ab
 predicted hydrologic and hydraulic conditions have been analyzed for the chosen alternative 
ensure the flood carrying capacity for the one percent chance flood (100 year flood) has not 
en reduced and that erosion control features are appropriate.   

.1  Alternative 1 - No Action  
ith the No Action alternative, nothing would be done to change the condition o
osyste
vironmental or social condition of the area
ernative is shown in Figure 2-1.  



Figure 2-1.  No Action Alternative/Existing Condition 
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2.2 lternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North (part of the preferred alternative) 
As
Pa
inc
ex
fee
Li
ch
be
ch
wit
co
 
Th
ag
ch tation, improving the 
ha
Th
the
 
Ho
un
be
Re f this portion of Hog Creek was evaluated as a part 
of this alternative, but it was determined that it would not be practical because of the numerous 
dra
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

.2  A
 a means to improve aquatic and riparian habitat features in the area, the covered section of 
radise Creek would be relocated, which would daylight the channel.  This alternative would 
lude two main elements: 1) Construct a diversion and high flow control structure at the 

isting debris trapping bar screen just upstream of Line Street, and 2) Construct about 2,000 
t of new channel routed north along the east side of Line Street to Third Street, crossing under 

ne Street, and then north and west adjacent to State Route 8, tying back into the existing 
annel.  This land currently consists of open lawn grass, an active railroad line, and a railroad 
d which was converted into a trail.  The trail system would be moved along side the new 
annel alignment.  The new channel and floodplain would be constructed as large as possible 
hin the property constraints.  High flows that cannot be contained within the new stream 

rridor would be routed into the existing covered channel. 

is new alignment is close to the location where the creek was located over one hundred years 
o.  Sketches of the plan profile and cross section are shown in figures 2-2 and 2-3.  This new 

l segment would include gentle channel meanders and riparian vegeanne
bitat and aesthetics of the creek and enhancing its ability to provide water quality treatment.  
e existing overflow swale parallel to Paradise Creek Street would be filled with material from 
 new channel (see photo 2-2).   

g Creek crosses State Route 8 at the intersection of Line Street.  The creek is in a culvert 
der the street which turns west after it crosses beneath the highway and parallels the highway 
tween the road and the railroad.  The culvert discharges into Paradise Creek just west of the 
creation Center parking lot.  Restoration o

in lines that tie into the culvert. 



Figure 2-2.  Alternative 2 - plan sketch 
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Following is a list of steps to be undertaken for this alternative.  This list does not prescribe the 
exact sequence for all of the steps. 

• Rayburn Street, north of the existing recreation center campus parking lot to the 
intersection with State Route 8, would be closed.  It might later be totally removed by the 
University.  The University plans to build a new street, including two stream crossings 
(one over the new channel and one over the overflow channel), at Peterson Street in the 
future.  The abutments for the new bridges (or box culverts) at Peterson Street would be 
constructed at the same time as channel relocation work to minimize future disturbance to 
the riparian zone.   

• Construction of a diversion structure at the existing debris trapping bar screen just 
upstream of Line Street. 

• Construction of a pedestrian bridge just downstream of the diversion structure.  This 
bridge would also function as a high flow control and protect utilities crossing in the area. 

• Construction of a new traffic bridge/box culvert on Line Street just south of the 
intersection with 3rd Street. 

• About 2,000 feet of new channel would be constructed, routed north along the east side 
of Line Street to Third Street, crossing under Line Street, and then heading north and 
west adjacent to State Route 8.  The new channel would then tie into the existing Paradise 
Creek channel.  The existing channel under Paradise Creek Street would remain in place 
as an overflow channel and to convey the existing storm water discharge.  

• Several large trees, which need to be removed because they are in the new channel 
alignment, would be utilized as fish habitat structures in the new channel. 

• The new channel would be stabilized with bioengineering materials and planted with 
native riparian plants and trees.  

• Utilities would need to be relocated or modified.  The new alignment would cross a city 
water line near the diversion structure and two sewer lines just west of Line Street.   

• A 12-foot wide access and maintenance path would be placed at the edge of the riparian 
zone.   

 
Photo 2-1.  Active railroad within the proposed alignment of Paradise Creek.  This rail line was 
recently relocated to the north (right side of the photo).  
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Figure 2-3.  Alternative 2 – Typical cross section and example photo. 

  
 

 
This alternative could have minor, short-term negative impacts on vegetation, aquatic resources, 
aesthetics, local transportation, air quality, noise, surface water quality, storm water quality, and 
public utilities.  In the long term, no negative impacts are anticipated.  Minor benefits would be 
realized for vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, wetlands, floodplains, aesthetics, land use, 
recreation, socio-economics, and water quality. 
 
2.2.3  Alternative 3 – Reroute Channel into Existing Overflow Swale 
The third alternative considered is to improve habitat along Paradise Creek by routing the low 
and normal flows of the creek into the overflow swale paralleling the existing covered channel.  
The new channel would connect back to the existing creek where the existing covered section 
daylights.  A diversion structure would be necessary near the existing debris trapping bar screen.  
The trapezoidal swale would need to be reconfigured to accommodate a low flow channel and 
riparian vegetation.  The cross sectional area of the swale would need to increase to account for 
the flow capacity lost due to the vegetation.  The length of channel would increase slightly and 
the existing channel covered by Paradise Creek Street would remain in place to carry high flows 
and storm water discharge.  Existing utilities and the railroad would not be impacted.  The 
proposed alignment of this alternative is shown in Figure 2-4. 
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Photo 2-2.  Overflow swale.  Paradise Creek Street is on the left side of the photograph. 

 

 be undertaken for this alternative.  This list does not prescribe th
e steps. 

 
 
Following is a list of steps to e 
exact sequence for all of th

 Construction of a diversion structure at the existing debris trapping bar screen just 
upstream of Line Street. 

a
ove

• e
v g

n
• n

Pete
 
This al a
land us e
water quali
of the Univ tion center may be limited.  Minor benefits would be realized 
for veg ti
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

•

• The Line Street Bridge would be modified to accommodate the low flow channel under 
the north side of the bridge. 

• The inlet to the overflow channel would be lowered so that low flows are routed into the 
sw le.  The existing channel under Paradise Creek Street would remain in place as an 

rflow channel.  
Th  swale would be widened to account for lost flow capacity due to the increased 
e etation, then stabilized with bioengineering materials, and planted with native riparian 

pla ts and trees.  
Co sideration would be given to the University’s plans for the future extension of 

rson Street, which would cross Paradise Creek. 

tern tive could have minor, short-term negative impacts on aquatic resources, aesthetics, 
e, r creation, local transportation, air quality, noise, surface water quality, and storm 

ty.  In the long term, there could be negative impacts on recreation because expansion 
ersity’s student recrea

eta on, wildlife, aquatic resources, wetlands, aesthetics, and water quality. 



Figure 2-4.  Alternative 3 plan sketch. 
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2.3  Options 
Th nal elements could be included with the preferred alternative individually or 
tog
co
on 
(O
 
2.3
Sto m water wetland cells could be constructed near Paradise Creek to capture and treat some of 
the his could help improve the overall 
wa
It w
by
 
Be
wo
san e relocated further north.  Part of a parking 
lot would also 
 
Im
co
ne
aq  and water quality. 
 
2.3
Th
do
Ch
En elected alternative to 
Perim mental benefit by 
inc f the boundaries of the other 
alt
Al
sta
op
 
Re
su
est
up
 
Fo
seq

 Alternative 2 or 3 would be implemented. 

e following optio
ether if they are deemed feasible and beneficial to the project.  The potential options include 

nstruction of storm water wetland cells (Option 1), extension of the project further downstream 
Paradise Creek (Option 2), and extension of the project further upstream on Paradise Creek 
ption 3).  Figure 2-5 depicts these options.  

.1  Option 1 – Storm Water Wetland Cells 
r
 storm water runoff from part of the University campus.  T
ter quality of Paradise Creek.  Typically the initial pulses of storm water are the most polluted.  
ould be these initial flows that would be targeted for retention and bio-treatment (performed 

 the vegetation) in the wetland cells.   

cause of the amount of area available, two separate wetland cells approximately 0.2 acres each 
uld be constructed.  Wetland vegetation would be planted throughout the cells.  The existing 
tary sewer lines and a water line would need to bi

be eliminated. 

pacts from this option would be included with impacts from alternative 2 or 3.  This option 
uld have minor, short-term negative impacts on aesthetics and noise.  In the long term, no 
gative impacts are anticipated.  Minor, benefits would be realized for vegetation, wildlife, 

tic resources, wetlands, aesthetics,ua

.2  Option 2 - Include Downstream Reach  
is option differs from Alternative 2 or 3 by extending the restoration corridor further 
wnstream on Paradise Creek.  The University recently acquired much of this property.  
annel improvements may not encroach closer than 25 feet to the railroad tracks.  
ironmental improvements would be made from the lower end of the sv

eter Drive.  This option would increase the amount of environ
orporating improvements to Paradise Creek downstream o
ernatives.  Photo 2-3 shows the channel just downstream from the proposed endpoint of 
ternatives 2 and 3.  This option would mainly involve channel reshaping, bioengineering 
bilization methods, and revegetation with native riparian plants.  The area proposed for this 
tion is shown in Figure 2-5. 

cently it was determined that the real estate interest as it pertains to the railroad may not be 
fficient to allow the Corps to invest in this option as originally designed.  If appropriate real 
ate agreements can not be reached, only the lower third of this option, from Perimeter Drive 
stream to the old railroad bridge would be constructed. 

llowing is a list of steps to be undertaken for this option.  This list does not prescribe the exact 
uence for all of the steps. 
•
• The downstream section of the channel would be reshaped, stabilized with 

bioengineering methods, and planted with native riparian vegetation. 
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Impacts from this option would be included with impacts from alternative 2 or 3.  This option 
co
tra
ne
aq
 
Ph

uld have minor, short-term negative impacts on aquatic resources, aesthetics, local 
nsportation, noise, surface water quality, and storm water quality.  In the long term, no 
gative impacts are anticipated.  Minor benefits would be realized for vegetation, wildlife, 
uatic resources, wetlands, aesthetics, land use, recreation, socio-economics, and water quality. 

oto 2-3.  Channel downstream of alternative 2 or 3. 

 

e Upstream Reach  
lternative 2 or 3 by extending the restoration corridor further upstream 

 option could also be implemented in addition to alternative 2 or 3.  
nts would be made from the upper limits of the selected alternative to

 
2.3.3  Option 3 – Includ
This option differs from A
on Paradise Creek.  This
Environmental improveme
Hi way 95.  This option would maximize the amount of environmental benefit by incorporating 
im es of the other alternatives.  This 
op ring stabilization methods, and 
rev
5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
gh
provements to Paradise Creek upstream of the boundari
tion would mainly involve channel reshaping, bioenginee
egetation with native riparian plants.  The area proposed for this option is shown in Figure 2-



Figure 2-5.  Options - plan sketch.  One, two, or all of these options could be combined with 
alternative 2 or 3.   
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Following is a list of steps to be undertaken for this option.  This list does not prescribe the exact 
seq

ould be relocated. 
• rt

th
 
Impacts f o
co d have sh
no
ne
res
 
2.4
Th
pre el further to the north 
with option wetland cells and habitat improvements on downstream and 
up mentation of the options is dependent on funding and any 
rea
an
 
Th
rev
ex
pe e environmental benefits.   

 
Fo
Ra
ve
an
ch
Paradise Creek eet.  The remaining material from the demolition area as well as all non-
su
sit
po
 
Th
of 
the
we
ch
cu
str  end of the structure that extends three 
fee into the top of the channel to limit the amount of flow going into the new Paradise Creek.  A 
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uence for all of the steps. 
• Alternative 2 or 3 would be implemented. 
• e Th existing overhead electricity line along the creek w

Po ions of the upstream section of channel would be reshaped where possible, stabilized 
wi  bioengineering methods, and planted with native riparian vegetation. 

r m this option would be included with impacts from alternative 2 or 3.  This option 
ort-term negative impacts on aquatic resources, aesthetics, local transportation, ul

ise, surface water quality, storm water quality, and public services.  In the long term, no 
gative impacts are anticipated.  Benefits would be realized for vegetation, wildlife, aquatic 
ources, wetlands, aesthetics, land use, and water quality. 

  Preferred Alternative 
e preferred alternative maximizes the environmental benefits that could be obtained.  The 

erred alternative is to combine alternative 2, relocating the creek channf
s 1, 2, and 3, storm water 

stream sections of the creek.  Imple
l estate constraints that may arise.  Funding priority will be given first to relocate the channel 

d make habitat improvements on the new channel.   

e recommended plan consists of five principle components: excavation, shaping, and 
egetating a new channel, constructing a diversion structure, reshaping and revegetating the 

isting channel in designated sections, constructing a vehicle bridge, and constructing a 
destrian bridge.  The proposed alignment was designed to maximiz

r the proposed alignment, demolition and excavation would occur.  Sections of Line Street and 
yburn Street would be demolished with the section of Line Street being replaced with a 
hicle bridge or box culvert.  Excavation would occur for the new channel alignment to include 
y elevated pavement or sidewalks within the area.  Suitable excavation material from the new 
annel alignment would be used to fill in the existing flood overflow swale located along 

Str
itable fill material (concrete, asphalt, etc) would be disposed of at the local Moscow landfill 
e or a selected alternative.  Demolition and excavation would occur in the dry as much as 
ssible to minimize the diversion of water. 

e flow diversion structure would consist of 100 feet of concrete channel, with a bottom width 
five feet and 2H:1V side slopes.  The concrete would be 12 inches thick and reinforced.  At 
 junction of the Paradise Creek Street overflow with the main (new) creek channel a concrete 
ir would be placed to control the amount of flow.  This weir would be five feet high and the 
annel between the weir and the overflow would be concrete leading into the existing triple box 
lvert structure.  Additionally the pedestrian bridge located just downstream of the diversion 
ucture would have a concrete beam along the upstream
t 
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total of about 245 cubic yards of concrete would be used to construct the channel and the 
ov
 
Th uld be isolated from the flowing water by routing the water around the 
sit
ch
for
us
do
ba
see
flo
on 

Ab
be
wo well.  During construction of the new channel, seepage and ground 
wat
ch
am
ch
so
cre
da
 
2.5
W
its
eli
str
some of the residential apartment buildings.  The alignment for this alternative is shown in 
Fig
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

erflow weir. 

 construction site woe
e.  The new channel would be created "in the dry" with water being routed into the new 
annel after the entire channel has been created.  Elevated turbidity levels could be experienced 
 a short time after water is routed into the new channel.  Measures such as silt fences would be 

ed to limit water quality impacts due to resloping the streambanks in the upstream and 
wnstream sections.  Erosion control fabric and coir fiber logs would also be used to reduce 
nk erosion while vegetation becomes established.  Willow cuttings, potted plants, and grass 
d will be planted in the disturbed areas.  Work would be conducted during the summer when 
ws would be low.  The proposed project is not anticipated to have long-term negative effects 
water quality.   

 
ove grade excavation would be performed in the dry.  For channel construction, flow would 

 maintained in the existing channel and therefore, a majority of the new channel construction 
uld occur in the dry as 
er may  encountered.  Pumps should control this with discharge directed back into existing 

annel as much as possible.  After the channel has been constructed (in the dry) to the fullest 
ount possible, the water barrier shall be breached and water would be directed into the new 

annel.  At this time, the construction of the upstream diversion structure would be completed 
 that water flows in the new channel.  The reshaping of the upstream and downstream existing 
ek sections and the wetland cells would occur in the dry as much as possible using coffer 

ms or other similar diversion structures to divert flow around construction areas. 

  Alternatives Removed from Further Consideration 
e also considered an alternative that involved uncovering the existing channel and leaving it in 
 present location.  This alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it would 
minate vehicle access to many of the buildings along Paradise Creek Street.  Removing the 
eet would be a safety hazard because emergency vehicles would not be able to get close to 

be

ure 2-6. 
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Figure 2-6. - Uncover existing channel, plan sketch. 

 

abitat Benefits 
 Additional 

Acres of 
Habitat 

Construction 
Cost 

Cost per 
Acre 

 
Table of H

Alternative 1 - No Action 0 $0 $0 
Alternative 2 – Reroute Chan
Nor

nel to the 3.2 $1,390,000 $434,375 
th 

Alt native 3 – Relocate Channel to 
Existing Swale 

1.4 0 er $630,00 $450,000 

Option 1 – Construct Stormwater 
We

0.4 ,000 $1,205,000 
tland Cells 

$482

Opt $ ,000 ion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 2 1,241 $620,500 
Opt $ 000 ion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 0.7 432, $617,143 
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SECTION 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences  
 
Al rnat
ex
oc
ad
alt
th
re
re
ad
 
De
fo  
pr ed.  A summary table (Table 3-1) is included at the beginning of this section as a general 
ov
alt
 
Wi
no
wo ented.  There would be no impacts (negative or positive) or changes to any of 
th scussed later in this section.   
 
 
 
 

te ives that satisfy the project’s purpose have been developed.  This section discusses the 
isting environmental conditions of the project study area and the anticipated effects that would 
cur for each alternative and option over a wide range of environmental and social elements.  In 
dition, the “No Action” alternative is evaluated which provides a comparison to the other 
ernatives.  For the purposes of this environmental assessment, the project study area includes 
e corridor along Paradise Creek from Highway 95 to Perimeter Drive.  The potential channel 
location area just south of State Route 8 is also included.  The area that would undergo 
storation varies by alternative.  Operation and maintenance of the channel would not cause 
verse effects to any of the environmental parameters being discussed. 

scriptions of the biological, physical, cultural, and socio-economic resources serve as a basis 
r evaluation and comparison of the anticipated effects of the alternatives, which are also
esent
erview of the relative magnitude of the short-term and long-term impacts from each 
ernative. 

th the No Action alternative (Alternative 1), the existing channel and surrounding areas would 
t be modified.  The stream would remain in its current condition.  No ecosystem enhancements 
uld be implem

arameters die p
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3.1  Effects Summary Table 
Ta fects of the alternatives and options that are presented in 
de
pa
sh
an
ge
wo
Th
 
Re

Action Channel 
h 

Channel 
ale 

Water Downstream
ude 

Upstream  

ble 3-1 summarizes the anticipated ef
tail later in the section.  Subjective values were given to the anticipated effects on each 
rameter for each of the alternatives and options.  Values from –2 to +2 were used to rank both 
ort-term and long-term effects.  Negative values depict negative impacts, 0 depicts no effect, 
d positive values represent benefits.  The sum of all of the values for each parameter gives a 
neral overall comparison of the alternatives.  Alternative 3, put the new channel in the swale, 
uld have the lowest overall benefit, while alternative 2 would have the most overall benefit.  
e options would add long-term benefits to the selected alternative.  

source Alt 1 
No 

Alt 2 – 
Relocate 

Alt 3 – 
Put 

Option 1 
– Storm 

Option 2 – 
Include 

Option 3 
– Incl

Nort in Sw Cells 
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short-term impact    m i cts 



 

3.2  Vegetation
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ns – Vegetation 

Over th st completely replaced the original upland 
ve
ch
no
of 
lay
 
A 
ve
figur
2).
of 
 

Al
Un e, existing vegetation conditions would remain in the present 
hig ly degraded state throughout the proposed project area.   
Alterna
Se d to be removed to facilitate construction of the new 
ch
ve
ve    
Alt wale 
If t
gra
Op
If 
Th
ad along 
the
Op
If ld replace the existing 
rip
of 
red
rip
av
Op
If 
be 
alo
 
 
 

Existing Conditio
e last 100+ years, dry-land farming has almo

getation in the area surrounding Moscow.  Vegetation along the area’s streams has also 
anged.  The lower portion of Paradise Creek in the proposed project area is now dominated by 
n-native reed canary grass (photo 2-3).  Reed canary grass can provide a tremendous amount 
shade along a small stream, but it also can build up within the channel, retaining silt.  This silt 
er can greatly reduce the abundance of aquatic insects, which are used as food by fish.   

small number of trees are also located in this section.  A well-mixed band of riparian 
tation exists in the section just below the covered section of Paradise Creek (see photo in ge
e 2-2).  No vegetation exists along the creek through the covered section (photo 1-1 and 1-

  Vegetation upstream from the covered section varies, but is generally a thin band consisting 
grasses and trees. 

Environmental Consequences – Vegetation 
ternative 1 – No Action 
der the no action alternativ
h

tive 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 
veral large conifer trees would nee
annel.  These trees would be used as in-stream fish habitat in the new channel.  Native riparian 
getation would be planted along the new channel alignment.  About 3.2 acres of riparian 
getation would replace the existing upland vegetation (mostly lawn grass).
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow S
he low flow channel was moved into the overflow swale, approximately 1.4 acres of lawn 
ss would be replaced with riparian vegetation.   
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 

this option were selected, about 0.4 acres of wetland and riparian vegetation could be created.  
e riparian vegetation would replace the existing lawn grass and parking lot.  This would be in 
dition to the amount of riparian vegetation created by alternative 2 or 3.  Existing trees 
 channel would be avoided. 
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 

this option were selected, about 2 acres of riparian vegetation wou
arian grasses.  If the recently discovered real estate issues can not be resolved, about 0.7 acres 
riparian habitat would be created.  The cost associated with this option would also be greatly 
uced.  The amount of habitat created with this option would be in addition to the amount of 
arian vegetation created by alternative 2 or 3.  Existing trees along the channel would be 
oided.  
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 

this option were selected, about 0.7 acres of riparian vegetation would be created.  This would 
in addition to the amount of riparian vegetation created by alternative 2 or 3.  Existing trees 
ng the channel would be avoided where possible. 



 

3.3  Wildlife 
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tions – Wildlife 

Wildlife project area include upland birds, songbirds, 
wa
ha
ac
gre
 
En
Alter
Th r distribution of wildlife in the proposed 
pro
Al o the North 
Cr
no irds, fish, amphibians, and small mammals would likely utilize the area much 
mo e would have little if any effect 
on
Alt
Th
wo
tha
be
Op
Inc
ha
lik
be
Op
Ex
of 
are
So
Op
Ex f wildlife 
ha
wo
ma
 
3.4

Existing Condi
 resources in the general vicinity of the 

terfowl, raptors, small mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and a few fish species.  Wildlife 
bitat along Paradise Creek is poor, especially within the city limits of Moscow.  Recent beaver 
tivity was noticed along Paradise Creek in the upstream option area.  Fish are discussed in 
ater detail in the Aquatic Resources section.   

vironmental Consequences – Wildlife  
native 1 – No Action 

e no action alternative would not change the amount o
ject area. 

ternative 2 – Relocate Channel t
eating a new channel alignment would create over three acres of wildlife habitat where almost 
ne exists now.  B
re than the present condition.  Construction of this alternativ

 wildlife because very little wildlife habitat currently exists in the area.   
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow Swale 
is alternative would increase the amount of wildlife habitat by more than one acre.  There 
uld likely be a small increase in the numbers of birds, fish, amphibians, and small mammals 
t use the area.  Construction of this alternative would have little if any effect on wildlife 

cause very little wildlife habitat currently exists in the area.   
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
reasing the amount of wetland in the area would further increase the amount of wildlife 

bitat in the area.  Numbers of birds, amphibians, and small mammals using the area would 
ely increase slightly.  Construction of this option would have little if any effect on wildlife 
cause very little wildlife habitat currently exists in the area.   
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 
tending the downstream boundary of the restoration project would further increase the amount 
wildlife habitat in the area.  Numbers of birds, fish, amphibians, and small mammals using the 
a would likely increase.  Construction of this option could have a minor effect on wildlife.  
me marginal quality wildlife habitat currently exists in the area. 
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 

 also increase the amount otending the upstream boundary of the project would
bitat in the area.  Numbers of birds, fish, amphibians, and small mammals using the area 
uld likely increase.  Construction of this option could have a minor effect on wildlife.  Some 
rginal quality wildlife habitat currently exists in the area.  

  Aquatic Resources 
Existing conditions – Aquatic Resources 

Fis
pik
lim
 
 
 

h species presently in Paradise Creek include suckers, shiners, dace, and northern 
eminnow.  Trout were likely present historically.  Low flows and poor water quality currently 
it the creek’s productivity.   



  

Environmental Consequences – Aquatic Resources 
Alterna
Th mpact or change the amount or distribution of aquatic 
res
Al
Cr  increase the amount and quality of habitat 
av  would have a negative effect on 
so
aw
Alt
Th
co nd 
oth  the 
ex
Op
Sto
init
wo
Op
Inc
be
are
op ould remain in 
the
Op
Th
res
eff
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tive 1 – No Action 
e no action alternative would not i
ources in the proposed project area. 
ternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 
eating a new channel with this alternative would
ailable to aquatic organisms.  Construction of this alternative
me small fish and other aquatic organisms when the water is diverted into the new channel and 
ay from the existing channel.   
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow Swale 
is alternative would increase the length of the channel slightly and improve aquatic habitat 
nditions.  Construction of this alternative would have a negative effect on some small fish a
er aquatic organisms when the water is diverted into the new channel and away from

isting channel.  
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
rm water wetlands would help improve water quality by removing some pollutants from the 
ial rainwater runoff.  The improved water quality would benefit aquatic resources.  There 
uld be no impacts to aquatic organisms during construction. 
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 
reasing the amount of stream where habitat improvements are made would increase the 

nefit to aquatic organisms.  Among the various options considered, including downstream 
as would provide the highest additional benefit to aquatic resources.  Construction of this 

uatic organisms.  Water wtion would have only a minor negative effect on aq
 channel during construction.   
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 
is option would provide a minor benefit to aquatic resources.  The corridor for potential 
toration efforts is very narrow.  Construction of this option would have only a minor negative 
ect on aquatic organisms.  Water would remain in the channel during construction.  

  Threatened and Endangered Species
Existing Conditions – Threatened and Endangered Species 

Th
20
the
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Ca

e following species are listed for Latah County, Idaho (FES ref. # 2006-SL-0526 (June 1, 
06)) under the Endangered Species Act.  However, none of these species are found in or near 
 proposed work area.  Brief information on each of the species is presented.   

 Endangered:  None 
 Threatened: 
  Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) 

 Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) 
  Spalding’s catchfly (Silene spaldingii) 
  Water howellia (Howellia aquatilis) 
  Gray Wolf (Canis lupus)(experimental/non-essential) 
 Candidate:  None 

nada lynx
Ca ed Species Act in March of 2000.  
Cr 005.  The area around the proposed 

nada lynx were listed as threatened under the Endanger
itical Habitat was proposed for designation in November 2



  24

project would not be included in the designation.  Canada lynx would not be located near the 
hig
 
Ste

hly developed project area.  The proposed project would have no effect on Canada lynx. 

lheade  
Sn elhead were listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act in August 
19 abitat was originally designated in March 2000, but was later vacated.  It has 
sin
Fal
Cr
ste
 
Sp

ake River ste
97.  Critical H
ce been redesignated.  Paradise Creek flows into the Palouse River, which flows over Palouse 
ls.  Palouse Falls is a natural barrier to steelhead and other anadromous fish species.  Paradise 

eek is not designated as critical habitat.  The proposed project would have no effect on 
elhead.   

alding’s catchfly 
alding’s catchfSp ly was listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act in November 

20 tical Habitat has not been designated.  It is a plant in the carnation family.  Plants range 
in s distribution and habitat are limited.  Spalding’s catchfly is 
pri
No
Ida
Co
Sp
 
W

01.  Cri
height from 8 to 24 inches.  It
marily restricted to native perennial grasslands.  Most of the historic grasslands in the 
rthwest have been modified and are no longer suitable for this species.  Known populations in 
ho occur in Idaho, Lewis, and Nez Perce counties.  Although this plant is listed in Latah 
unty, Idaho, no known populations exist there.  The proposed project would have no effect on 
alding’s catchfly. 

ater howellia 
ater howellia was listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act in August 1994.  
itical Habitat has not been designated.  Water howellia is an aquatic plant that grows up to two 
t in height.  This plant his

W
Cr
fee torically occurred over a large area of the Pacific Northwest, but 
tod y it is only found in specific habitats in a few counties in each of the northwest states.  In 
Ida nly in Latah County.  The one population in Idaho is located on private 
pro
 
W
ass
Mi
de
no
pro rea.  The proposed project would have no effect on water howellia. 
 
Gr

a
ho they are found o
perty.   

ater howellia grows in firm consolidated clay and organic sediments that occur in wetlands 
ociated with ephemeral glacial pothole ponds and areas that were once river oxbows.  
crohabitats include shallow water and the edges of deep ponds that are partially surrounded by 
ciduous trees.  It is most abundant in areas with little or no other aquatic vegetation, as it does 
t compete well with other plants.  There is no known presence of water howellia near the 

osed work ap

ay wolf 
ay wolf was listed as experimental/non-essential under the Endangered Species Act in 
vember 1994.  Gray wolf would not be located near the highly developed project area.  The 
posed project would have no effect on gray wolf. 

Environmental Consequences – Threatened and Endangered Species 
ne of the proposed alternatives or options would have any effect on ESA listed species. 

Gr
No
pro
 

No
 
 
 



  

3.6  Wetlands
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ons – Wetlands 

Wetland tic vegetation, hydric soils, and a regular 
hy
rip
the
do
 
 
Alter
W land
Alter
No sed new stream alignment.  This alternative would 
no
Alt wale 
Re
Op
Th etlands.  
Sm
Op
Inc of additional wetland along 
the
Op
Inc itional wetland along the 
cre
 
3.7 s

Existing Conditi
s are defined by the presence of hydrophy

drologic regime.  Wetlands in the Paradise Creek watershed are typically associated with the 
arian areas along the creek and its tributaries.  Wetlands beside the creek are associated with 
 creek’s water level, but also receive runoff from roads and fields.  Natural vegetation is 
minated by non-native reed canary grass, in addition to native sedges, willows, and alder.   

Environmental Consequences – Wetlands 
native 1 – No Action 

et s would not be impacted by the no action alternative. 
tive 2 – Relocate Channel to the North  na

 wetlands currently exist along the propo
t impact wetlands.  
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow S
locating the main channel to the existing overflow swale would not impact any wetlands. 
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
e proposed stormwater wetland cells would not be constructed in or near existing w
all wetlands would be constructed under this option. 
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 
luding additional area downstream would create a small amount 
 creek. 
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 
luding additional area upstream would create a small amount of add
ek. 

  Floodplain  

Th
pa
Cr t an enclosed channel and an overflow swale now convey the more frequent events, 
and only rare events (100 year) will encompass the entire floodplain.  Flows up to the 100-year 
ev e contained within the channel and overflow swale with equal to or less 
than on oodplain is further encroached upon.  
Do
ad
 

Al
Th
Al
Co
thr
co dplain can 
ha le would be split between the new channel and the existing channel under Paradise Creek 
Str et.   existing covered channel 

Existing Conditions – Floodplains 
e historic floodplain through Moscow has been encroached on by developments such as roads, 
rking lots, and buildings.  The channel has been modified in many locations.  At Paradise 
eek Stree

ent are calculated to b
e foot rise in water surface if the remaining fl

wnstream from Paradise Creek Street the channel is somewhat incised and confined by the 
jacent railroad and highway, but some floodplain area exists. 

Environmental Consequences – Floodplains 
ternative 1 – No Action 
e no action alternative would not affect the floodplain in the proposed project area. 
ternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North  
nstruction of the new creek segment may increase flood carrying capacity of the channel 
ough this portion of the University and the community.  The new channel would be 
nstructed to include a floodplain.  Flows higher than the new channel and floo
nd
e Although the existing overflow swale may be filled in, the



 

would not be removed, therefore reducing the project cost and limiting the likelihood of flood 
im
Alt
Th
ca
res
Th
Op
Th  amount of stormwater 
run r. 
Op
So
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pacts to surrounding property, building improvements, and utility infrastructure.   
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow Swale 

w e size of the existing overflow swale would be increased to maintain the existing flo
pacity, while increasing the amount of vegetation along the channel.  The swale would be 
haped to create a low flow channel and a floodplain within the cross section of the swale.  
ere would be no net change in the amount of floodplain. 
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
e wetland cells would be constructed outside of the floodplain.  A small

be minooff would be directed into the wetlands, but the quantity would 
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 

me modifications to the stream banks in the downstream section of the proposed project could 
rease the amount of usable floodplain, especially during lower high-flow events (i.e. 4% to 
% exceedence flows). 
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 

me modifications to the stream banks in the upstream section of the proposed project could 
rease the amount of usable floodplain slightly, especially during lower high-flow events (i.e. 
 to 20% exceedence flows). 

  Aesthetics 
Existing Conditions – Aesthetics 

e aesthetic quality of an area is a subjective factor to quantify.  It is a measure of one’s 
eption of how pleasing an area is.  Th

Th
pe e main section of Paradise Creek being considered has 
be ing it from view.  Currently the downstream portion of the proposed 
pro  an ignored area.  Much of this reach is parallel to railroad tracks and a 
section n of the project area contains some trees and 
oth
 

Al
Un
rem
Al
Th
Re cat ignment and planting native 
rip ible to the public and increase 
ve  aesthetics of the area.   
Alt
Est g the stream banks with native 
ve inear character of the channel 
wo
be
Op
Inc
esp on cleaning surface 
wa

rc
en covered over, remov
ject area is basically

of the Chipman Trail.  The upstream sectio
er vegetation, but is confined by roads and buildings through much of the reach. 

Environmental Consequences – Aesthetics 
ternative 1 – No Action 
der the no action alternative, the aesthetic quality of the proposed project area would likely 
ain relatively similar to the existing condition. 

ternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 
section of Paradise Creek under Paradise Creek Street is currently hidden from view.  e 

lo ing the stream to the north into a more natural channel al
l would make the creek visarian vegetation along the channe

getation in the area, improving the
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow Swale 
ablishing a flowing channel in the overflow swale and plantin

lgetation would increase the aesthetic value of the area.  The 
uld look somewhat unnatural, but it would be an improvement over the existing condition 

cause the creek would be visible to the public and include more vegetation. 
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
reasing the amount of wetland in the area would increase the aesthetic value of the area, 
ecially if people are made aware of the importance and value of wetlands 
ter.   



 

Option 2 – Include Downstream Reach 
Inc ents are performed would increase the 
ae
ve
Op
Inc tat improvements are performed would increase the 
ae
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reasing the amount of area where habitat improvem
sthetic value of the area, especially in the downstream section of the proposed work area where 
ry few trees currently exist.   
tion 3 – Include Downstream Reach 
reasing the amount of area where habi

sthetic value of the area.   

  Land Use/Land Ownership 
Existing Conditions – Land Use/Land Ownership 

Th ed is private agricultural land.  Typical crops 
inc  the proposed 
restorat
 
Th
loc
pa  Idaho is currently 
worki
 
A 
rai
be
 

Al
Ex
co
Alter
Th Un d.  The 
activ
Alt o the Existing Overflow Swale 
La
inc  to the increased amount of vegetation.  The 
Un is alternative could limit 
Un
Op
Th
Un s a 
pa
Op
Th
rai
hig
wo d if this agreement is 
su

e predominant land use within the watersh
lude wheat, barley, peas, and lentils.  The immediate area surrounding

ion project site is comprised of urban development.   

e University now owns all of the land surrounding the proposed stream alignments and the 
ation of the proposed storm water wetland cells.  Costs associated with the real estate makeup 
 of the University’s cost share portion for the project.  The University ofrt

ng on the real estate details.   

railroad company owns land adjacent to the project.  The University has an agreement with the 
lroad company to perform some work within the railroad's ownership boundary.  It has not yet 
en determined if the existing agreement is sufficient for the Corp's real estate requirements. 

Environmental Consequences – Land Use/Land Ownership 
ternative 1 – No Action 
isting land use and ownership of the proposed project area would remain in the existing 
ndition under the no action alternative. 

native 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 
e iversity of Idaho has acquired the land where this alternative would be constructe

ailroad line has been relocated to the north rail bed, closer to State Route 8. e r
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel t

nd use would change only slightly with this alternative.  The area of the swale would be 
reased to account for the lost channel capacity due
iversity of Idaho would maintain ownership of the land.  Th
iversity’s plans for expanding the student recreation center in the future. 
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
e land where the wetland cells are proposed to be constructed is currently owned by the 
iversity of Idaho.  The land is currently used as open space and a small part is used a

rking lot.  This land use would change to wetland habitat if this option were implemented.   
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 
e University of Idaho has recently acquired some of the land adjacent to State Route 8.  The 
lroad tracks were also recently relocated to the previously abandoned rail bed closer to the 
hway.  The University and the railroad company have an agreement in place regarding 
rking within the railroad right of way.  It has yet to be determine

fficient of the Corp's real estate requirements.  If it is determined to be insufficient, this option 
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may be reduced to work planned for the downstream third of the area.  Overall use of the land 
wo
Op am Reach 
Th  that would be used for this option.  The 
rai
wil
 
3.1

uld not change. 
tion 3 – Include Upstre
e University of Idaho recently acquired the land
lroad tracks have been moved further away from the creek.  The area would be used for 
dlife habitat and a recreation trail. 

0  Cultural Resources 
Existing Conditions – Cultural Resources 

Th  Paradise Creek area.  The first non-Indian settlement 
lik opened in 1892.  The project area 
is lo
art
ch
 
In 
Ar
res tricts nominated to the National Register of Historic 
Places in Moscow, Idaho.  None are in proximity to the project's APE. 
 
No
tes
as 
pro ation to 
the Idaho State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Nez Perce Tribe.  The SHPO’s 
co
 

No
 
3.1

e Palouse Indians once occupied the
ely occurred during the 1860s.  The University of Idaho was 

d adjacent to a waterway where there is always the pocate ssibility of finding archeological 
ifacts.  The project is located in areas where there has been previous disturbance of the stream 
annel and adjacent banks.   

September of 2003, cultural resources contractors performed an evaluation of the project's 
ea of Potential Effect (APE) that included surface surveys, test excavations, and historical 
earch.  There are 20 properties or dis

 cultural properties were observed in the APE during the surface survey or the sub-surface 
ting operation.  The cultural resources contractor recommended that the project be constructed 
planned.  After review of the findings of the field evaluation, the Corps determined that the 
ject would cause no effect to cultural properties and submitted the Agency’s determin

ncurrence with the agency’s findings was received on November 24, 2003.   

Environmental Consequences – Cultural Resources 
ne of the proposed alternatives or options would have any effect on cultural resources. 

1  Recreation 
Existing Conditions – Recreation 

Th main public recreation feature in the area of the proposed project is the Bill Chipman 
Palouse rt of the federal Rails 
to 
po
and abilities, extends over several miles of scenic Palouse country while crossing Paradise Creek 
mu ergency phones, two handicap accessible restrooms, benches, bike 
racks an trail.  An interpretive signage program 
de
 
Al
of 
bo
roo
cli

e 
 Trail (Chipman Trail), which was dedicated in 1998.  The trail is pa

Trails program, which preserves railroad corridors for non-motorized transportation and 
ible future transportation use.  A ten foot wide paved trail, accessible to people of all ages ss

ltiple times.  Three em
d trash receptacles are all located along the 

scribes local human and natural history as well as agriculture and ecology topics. 

so located near the proposed project site is a student recreation facility available to University 
Idaho students.  The facility features two large gymnasiums, a multi-activity court with dasher 
ards, indoor running track, large cardiovascular and weight training areas, multi-activity 
ms, classrooms, juice bar, and locker rooms.  The focal point of the facility is a 55-foot-tall 

mbing pinnacle encased in a glass tower and visible throughout the community.  In addition, 



  

the university's outdoor recreation program is located in the facility.  The University plans on 
ex
 

Alterna
Recreat o action alternative were 
sel
Al
Im ation would be minor if this alternative were selected.  Pedestrian and bicycle 
tra istance during construction.  The 
rai
for
aft
ma
Alt
If 
ac
stu
Op
Th
Th
Op
Inc tion 
be
Op
Inc o anticipated effect on recreation beyond 
the
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panding the recreation facility in the future. 

Environmental Consequences - Recreation 
tive 1 – No Action 
ion in the Moscow area would remain unchanged if the n

ected.   
ternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 
pacts to recre
ffic on the Chipman Trail may need to be detoured a short d
lroad track has recently been relocated and the Chipman Trail has been modified to account 
 the railroad changes.  Additional modifications to the Chipman Trail would be constructed 
er the new channel is constructed.  In addition, the existing overflow swale would be filled in, 
king additional room for future expansion of the student recreation center. 
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow Swale 

the existing overflow swale were used as the new channel it would need to be widened to 
count for an increased amount of vegetation.  This could impact future expansion plans for the 
dent recreation center.  No other recreation impacts are anticipated. 
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
e area being considered for the wetland cells is not currently used for any specific purpose.  
is option would not impact recreation. 
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 

pated effect on recrealuding downstream areas in the restoration would have no antici
yond the changes from the other selected alternative.   
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 
luding upstream areas in the project would have n
 changes from the other selected alternative.   

2  Socio-Economics 
Existing Conditions - Socio-Economics 

Th ore specifically; the project is entirely 
wit
Th e major economic influences 
pro nd social services (54.1%); arts, 
en modation, and food services (13.4%); retail trade (7.6%); and 
pro
 

Al
Th
Al
Re
M
eq  the area.  This alternative would also make future 
ex nsion of the student recreation center possible, which could benefit the Moscow economy. 
            

e project is located within Latah County, Idaho or m
hin the city limits of Moscow, Idaho.  The estimated population of Moscow is about 24,675.  
e median household income for Moscow is about $20,6521.  Th

iding the area's employment base are educational, health, av
tertainment, recreation, accom
fessional services (5.8%). 

Environmental Consequences - Socio-Economics 
ternative 1 – No Action 
e no action alternative would not change the socio-economics of the Moscow area. 
ternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 
locating the Paradise Creek channel to the north would be a minor economic benefit to the 
oscow area.  Temporary construction jobs, as well as procurement of fuel, supplies, and 
uipment would bring some money to
pa

                                     
tp://factfinder.census.gov 1 Data from U.S. Census Bureau web site ht



  

Alternative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow Swale 
Cr efit to the 
M
eq
Op
Co nomic benefit to the Moscow 
are
Op
Inc ditional stream reaches downstream of the other alternatives would be a minor 
ec
Op
Inc
are
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eating a channel within the existing overflow swale would be a minor economic ben
oscow area.  Temporary construction jobs, as well as procurement of fuel, supplies, and 
uipment would bring some money to the area.   
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
nstruction of storm water wetland cells would be a minor eco
a.   
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 
luding ad

onomic benefit to the Moscow area.   
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 
luding additional stream reaches upstream would be a minor economic benefit to the Moscow 
a.   

3  Transportation 
Existing Conditions –Transportation 
cow is M located at the intersection of U.S. Route 95 and Idaho State Route 8 in the Idaho 

panh also numerous roads and neighborhood streets.  Near the 
pro currently only one signalized crosswalk (at Line Street) crossing 
State Ro strians trying to cross Route 8 further 
we
sig
str
cro
on
 
En
Al
Tr
Ho
a n west of Rayburn Street (adjacent to Peterson Street). 
Alternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 
Cr  a negative short-term impact on 
tra cause some traffic delays and 
ma
rec
Alt
Th or 
rep delays and may necessitate a 
tem
Op
Th
Op
Th
 
 

os
andle.  In Moscow there are 

posed project area, there is 
ute 8.  This creates a dangerous situation for pede

st.  Rayburn Street is too close to the Line Street intersection to install another traffic control 
nal and crosswalk.  The University plans on removing Rayburn Street and creating a new 
eet opposite Peterson Street.  This would allow installation of a traffic control signal and a 
sswalk.  An active railroad line runs adjacent to State Route 8.  A train travels this route about 

ce a week. 

vironmental Consequences -Transportation 
ternative 1 – No Action 
ansportation in the proposed project area would not change under the no action alternative.  
wever, the University may continue plans to close and eliminate Rayburn Street and construct 
ew street further 

eating a new channel that parallels State Route 8 would cause
 bridge on Line Street would nsportation.  Construction of a new

y necessitate a temporary detour.  The railroad tracks in the proposed project area were 
ently relocated about 100 feet further north.   
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow Swale 
is alternative would cause a negative short-term impact on transportation.  Modification 
lacement of the Line Street bridge could cause some traffic 
porary detour. 
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
is option would have no effect on transportation.   
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 
is option would also not affect transportation.   



 

Option 3 – Include Upstream Reach 
Th elays in the upstream stream reaches being 
co
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is option could cause minor short-term traffic d
nsidered due to the limited space available for access in some sections.   

  Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Wastes (HTRW)4  
Existing Conditions – HTRW 

Se e highest potential 
to disco ith underground storage tanks in close proximity 
to 
in 
ind
are
in 
ex
 
In 
ha
pro ent of Environmental Quality, Lewiston Regional 
Office, (208-799-4370), would be contacted.   
 

Al
Th
be
Alternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 
The risk posed new channel is low.  The 
ne f State Route 8. 
Alt
Th
of isturbed.  Any contaminated sites 
wo
Op
Be d with discovering HTRW 
co
Op
Be
co
ad e of State Route 8.   
Op
Be
co
ne
 
 
 
 

veral HTRW sites are located near the proposed stream restoration area.  Th
ver HTRW materials exists near areas w

the work area.  The primary impact of these tanks, if they leak, is to the shallow groundwater 
the area, which is the primary recharge source for Paradise Creek (IDEQ 1997).  Records 
icate that there are 32 underground storage tanks within 1500 feet of the proposed restoration 
a, although many (24) of these are no longer used.  Underground tanks in the area have leaked 
the past, however, at the present time, no leaking underground storage tanks are known to 
ist near the proposed work area.   

most situations, releases of petroleum and hazardous materials must be reported.  If any 
zardous waste contamination is found during excavation, in the form of stained soil, free 
duct, or unusual vapors, the Idaho Departm

Environmental Consequences - HTRW 
ternative 1 – No Action 
e no action alternative would not change the risk of HTRW findings in the Moscow area 
yond the existing condition. 

 of contacting an HTRW site while excavating the pro
arest HTRW sites are located north o
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow Swale 
e risk of discovering an HTRW site during construction is lowest with this alternative.  Much 
the area necessary for this alternative has previously been d
uld likely have been located at that time. 
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
cause of the larger area included with this option, the risk associate
ntamination increase slightly, but is still very low.   
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 
cause of the larger area included with this option, the risk associated with discovering HTRW 
ntamination increase slightly, but is still very low.  All of the underground storage tanks 
jacent to this reach are located near on the opposite sid
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 
cause of the larger area included with this option, the risk associated with discovering HTRW 
ntamination increase slightly, but is still low.  Several underground storage tanks are located 

t.   ar Paradise Creek upstream of the proposed projec
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 - Air Quality 

The Cle e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to 
ad
pa
de
ad
are
M
 
Th
ma ies that is suspended in the air by wind.  Projects that 
req ire earthwork or otherwise have the potential to create fugitive dust are required to utilize 
be
pre
co
 

Al
Th
Alternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 
Constru , making it susceptible to 
the o minimize air quality 
im have a noticeable effect on 
air
Alt wale 
Th
su
qu
eff
Op truct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
Im Dust 
ab
are
Op
Im
ab inimize air quality impacts.  Emissions from construction equipment 
are
Op
Im
ab
are
 
 
 
 

Existing Conditions
an Air Act of 1970, as amended, required th

opt national ambient air quality standards for priority pollutants, which include sulfur dioxide, 
rticulate matter, carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and lead.  These standards are 
signed to protect human health and welfare.  Areas in which the air pollutant levels exceed 
opted standards for one or more pollutants are considered to be in “non-attainment.”  In those 
as where pollutant levels do not exceed standards are considered to be in “attainment.”  

oscow is in an attainment area. 

e proposed project must control fugitive dust during construction.  Fugitive dust is particulate 
tter generated by natural or human activit
u

st management practices to control dust.  All reasonable precautions should be taken to 
vent particulate matter from becoming airborne.  Also, open burning of demolition or 

nstruction materials will not be permitted. 

Environmental Consequences - Air Quality 
ternative 1 – No Action 
e no action alternative would not impact air quality. 

ction of this alternative would disturb several acres of ground
ntrol would be implemented t creation of fugitive dust.  Dust co

pacts.  Emissions from construction equipment are not expected to 
 quality. 
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow S
is alternative would also disturb several acres of ground during construction, making it 
sceptible to the creation of fugitive dust.  Dust control would be implemented to minimize air 
ality impacts.  Emissions from construction equipment are not expected to have a noticeable 
ect on air quality. 
tion 1 – Cons
plementation of this option would increase the amount of disturbed ground slightly.  
atement methods would minimize air quality impacts.  Emissions from construction equipment 
 not expected to have a noticeable effect on air quality. 
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 
plementation of this option would increase the amount of disturbed ground slightly.  Dust 
atement methods would m
 not expected to have a noticeable effect on air quality. 
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 
plementation of this option would increase the amount of disturbed ground slightly.  Dust 
atement methods would minimize air quality impacts.  Emissions from construction equipment 

ality.  not expected to have a noticeable effect on air qu
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ditions – Noise 

Noise le ypical of those found in urbanized areas and vary by 
loc
we
an
an
 
En s - Noise 
Alter
Th els in the Moscow area. 
Al
Co d cause a slight increase in noise levels while the work was 
be  
thi
Alt
Co
wa
wo
Op
Du
thi
clo
Op
Th are no residential areas in 
clo
Op
Th
pro e minor.   
 
3.1

Existing Con
vels within the City of Moscow are t

ation and time of day.  Noise levels in proximity to roadways likely range from 60 to 70 A-
ighted decibels (dBA) along major roadways and are affected primarily by traffic volumes 
d speed.  Residential noise levels are likely near 50 dBA and may be quieter during evening 
d nighttime hours.   

vironmental Consequence
native 1 – No Action 

e no action alternative would not impact noise lev
ternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 
nstruction of this alternative woul
ing performed.  Work would likely only take place during daylight hours.  All of the work for
s alternative is separated from residential areas.  
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow Swale 
nstruction of this alternative would also cause a slight increase in noise levels while the work 
s being performed.  Work would likely only take place during daylight hours.  Most of the 
rk for this alternative is separated from residential areas. 
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells  
e to the increased area included in this option, increases in noise levels would be greatest for 
s option.  The impact even from this option would be minor.  There are no residential areas in 
se proximity to this proposed option. 
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach  
e impact on noise levels from this option would be minor.  There 
se proximity to the stream in the downstream sections of this proposed alignment. 
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 
ere are no residential areas in close proximity to the stream in the upstream sections of this 
posed option.  The impact from this option would b

7  Geology and Soils 
Existing Conditions – Geology and Soils 

Co  is the most prominent rock formation in the 
Co
for
5,0 ick, extending 
laterally for miles.  Lake and stream deposits of clay, silt, sand, and gravel lie between the basalt 
flo n as the Latah Formation.  Quaternary age deposits are found 
along th ills throughout the watershed.  
Pa
the
ve
co
 
 
 

lumbia River basalt underlies the study area and
lumbia Basin.  The regionally widespread Columbia River basalt is the area’s oldest geologic 
mation and is the bedrock of the region.  The formation, ranging in total thickness to over 

0 feet, is made up of numerous individual flows, commonly 25 to 100 feet th0

ws.  These sediments are know
e stream drainages and on the surface of the lower h

radise Creek’s relatively young age, geologic setting, and fine-grained sediment suggest that 
 channel is prone to meander within a larger floodplain (IDEQ 1997).  The Palouse hills are 

ry susceptible to erosion due to their topography, soil texture, and general lack of vegetative 
ver.  



 

Environmental Consequences – Geology and Soils 
None of ology or soils in the 
pro
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 the proposed alternatives or options are expected to affect the ge
posed project area. 

  Surface Water8  
Existing Conditions – Surface Water 

Th 303(d), provides a framework to identify streams that are water 
quality ed beneficial uses.  Beneficial uses for 
Pa
su
lis
flo
am
ero
flo
sti
Ida
Un
wo
 
Th
(T
the
req ationwide Permit #27, Stream and Wetland Restoration Activities.  However, 
sin  Paradise Creek is listed under section 303(d), a 401 Certification from Idaho Department of 
En
Alt
be
wi
pe
 

Al
Th
Al
Co
unt pus runoff currently discharged directly into Paradise Creek.  A small amount of in 
ch nel work would be needed where the new channel connects to the existing channel.  Most of 
the new   There would likely be an 
ele hannel.  Turbidity levels 
co re just upstream of 
Li e over time. 
Alt
Th
Co
unt

e Clean Water Act, Section 
limited and, as a result, do not meet their designat

radise Creek in Idaho include cold water biota, secondary recreation, and agricultural water 
pply.  The creek is currently not supporting its designated beneficial uses.  Paradise Creek is 
ted on Idaho’s 303(d) (1998) list for six pollutants: nutrients, sediment, thermal modification, 
w modification, habitat modification, and pathogens.  The 1996 303(d) list also included 
monia as a pollutant of Paradise Creek.  In the winter and spring, suspended solids from 
ding agricultural fields typically affect Paradise Creek during high runoff.  During the low 
ws of the late summer, phosphorus and nitrogen are present in high enough concentrations to 
mulate algal and macrophyte populations.  Nutrient and bacterial levels often exceed both 
ho and Washington standards.  Discharge from Moscow’s sewage treatment plant and the 
iversity of Idaho’s aquaculture facility enter Paradise Creek downstream from the proposed 
rk area.   

e proposed project must comply with the Paradise Creek Total Maximum Daily Load 
MDL) Implementation Plan in order to receive Section 401 Water Quality Certification from 
 Idaho Department of Environmental Quality.  In addition, the proposed project meets the 
uirements of N
ce
vironmental Quality is still required.  As per the current guidelines for Stream Channel 
erations, a Stream Channel Alteration permit would not need to be obtained for the project 

cause the project is authorized under section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  However, the Corps 
ll coordinate with the Idaho Department of Water Resources.  The University may acquire the 
rmit. 

Environmental Consequences – Surface Water 
ternative 1 – No Action 
e no action alternative would not impact surface water. 
ternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 
nstruction of the new creek segment would separate the main creek flow from a portion of the 
reated cam

an
 channel would be constructed prior to diverting water into it.

s initially diverted into the new cvated turbidity level when water i
uld also be elevated during construction of the high flow control structu

l kely improvne Street.  Overal  water quality in Paradise Creek would li
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel to the Existing Overflow Swale 
is alternative would have similar effects on surface water quality as alternative 2.  
nstruction of the new creek segment would separate the main creek flow from a portion of the 
reated campus runoff currently discharged directly into Paradise Creek.  A small amount of in 
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channel work would be necessary to connect the new low flow channel with the existing channel.  
Th
ch
Op
Co
co   The wetland cells would 
ma
Op
Inc
du
wh
ov
Op
Inc
du n.  Measures such as silt fences would be used to reduce negative impacts 
wh erall water quality conditions would improve 
ov
 
3.1

ere would likely be an elevated turbidity level when water is initially diverted into the new 
annel.  Overall water quality in Paradise Creek would likely improve over time.   
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells  

peration of the wetland cells nstruction of the wetland cells would not impact water quality.  O
uld improve water quality, especially following minor rain events.
inly treat the initial pulse of storm water that runs off the surrounding land. 
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach  
luding additional areas downstream could have a minor negative impact to water quality 

ld be used to reduce negative impacts ring construction.  Measures such as silt fences wou
ile the streambanks are being resloped.  The overall water quality conditions would improve 
er time.   
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 
luding additional areas downstream could have a minor negative impact to water quality 

ring constructio
ile the streambanks are being resloped.  The ov
er time.   

9  Storm Water Collection and Management 
Existing Conditions – Storm Water 

ithin the covere
arge directly in

W d portion of the channel, approximately 20 storm water collection pipes 
dis to the creek carrying untreated runoff and spring water from about 126 acres 
of reek Street, the University has 
co Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
will be he EPA. 
 

Al
Th
Al
Co  some of the 
unt ated campus runoff currently discharged directly into Paradise Creek.  However, without 
diversio
Alt  
Re
of 
wit
Op
Th
bio
Cr
Op
Inc
mu
rea  filter storm water prior to its 
rea

ch
the University of Idaho campus.  Also, just north of Paradise C
nstructed a 40-foot wide swale to carry flood flows.  A Storm 

developed for the project and coordinated with t

Environmental Consequences – Storm Water 
ternative 1 – No Action 
e no action alternative would have no impact on storm water collection or management. 
ternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North  
nstruction of the new creek segment would separate the main creek flow from
re

n, this runoff would eventually flow back into the creek.   
o the Existing Overflow Swaleernative 3 – Relocate Channel t

routing the low flow of Paradise Creek into the overflow swale would also separate a portion 
 would likely flow into and mix the untreated campus storm water runoff.  This runoff water

h the creek just downstream of the swale.   
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
e storm water wetland cells would be designed to capture the initial pulse of storm water for 
-treatment within the cells.  This could improve the water quality conditions within Paradise 

eek. 
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 
luding downstream sections of the channel into the restoration project would not have very 
ch impact on storm water collection or management.  A small benefit over time could be 
lized due to the expanded vegetative buffer, which could
ching the creek. 



  

 
Option 3 – Include Upstream Reach 
Inc e restoration project would not have very much 
im
du
cre
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luding upstream sections of the channel into th
pact on storm water collection or management.  A small benefit over time could be realized 
e to the expanded vegetative buffer, which could filter storm water prior to its reaching the 
ek. 

 
Existing Conditions – Groundwater 

Th aquifer in the area is unknown.  It is believed to flow westward 
tow st entirely on groundwater for their 
mun

Th
alt
 
3.2

e size of the groundwater 
ards the Snake River.  People in Moscow rely almo

al, university, and domestic water supply.  Seveicip ral springs also exist in the area. 
Environmental Consequences - Groundwater 

e groundwater level in Moscow is not expected to be affected by any of the proposed 
ernatives or options.   

1  Public Services and Utilities 
Existing Conditions – Public Services and Utilities 

e City of Moscow obtains its pTh otable water from groundwater wells.  There are water lines 
ne  the proposed project area.  The city also owns sewer lines, sections of which may need to be 
rel Natural gas and electricity are supplied by Avista 
Util e service is provided 
by 
 

Al
Th
Al
Re
Re cati
interrup
Alt o the Existing Overflow Swale 
If ould 
ne
Op
Th
co
to to customers. 
Op
Gr
ch
Op
Gr
ch
 
 

ar
ocated because of some of the alternatives.  
ities.  Verizon provides telephone service.  Television and internet cabl

Adelphia.  A complete survey of utilities in the area would be conducted prior to construction. 

Environmental Consequences – Public Services and Utilities 
ternative 1 – No Action 
e no action alternative would not impact public services or utilities. 
ternative 2 – Relocate Channel to the North 

cating the channel would necessitate the relocation or modification of several utilities.  lo
lo on of these utilities would be conducted in a manner to avoid or minimize any 

tions in service to customers.  
ernative 3 – Relocate Channel t

the low flow channel were routed into the overflow swale, few if any public utilities w
ed to be modified.   
tion 1 – Construct Storm Water Wetland Cells 
e sewer lines, a water line, and a communication line would need to be relocated because of 
nstruction of the wetland cells.  Relocation of these utilities would be conducted in a manner 
avoid or minimize any interruptions in service 
tion 2 – Include Downstream Reach 

ound disturbance associated with this option would be limited to a corridor along the creek 
annel.  Few if any public utilities or services would be impacted.   
tion 3 – Include Upstream Reach 

ound disturbance associated with this option would be limited to a corridor along the creek 
annel.  An overhead electric line would need to be relocated.   
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3.22  Cumulative Effects  
Cu  an area or resource that result from the incremental impact of 
a p
wh
 
Pa gative effects on Paradise Creek.  
In addition, changes throughout the watershed such as agriculture, road building, and timber 
ha
be
lik
the
Cr
 
En
more will likely be conducted in the future.  This proposed project would enhance those 
resto rts.  There are no known plans that would adversely affect this proposed project.  
Al
of t
 

mulative effects are the effects to
roposed project when added to other past, present, and future projects or actions, regardless of 
at agency or individual performs the action.   

st urban development and channel modifications have had ne

rvest have impacted Paradise Creek.  Water quantity and quality, as well as habitat quality have 
en degraded.  The present regulatory controls and a heightened environmental awareness have 
ely helped to limit some of the negative effects to the creek.  Increased urban development in 
 future has the potential to put increased pressure on the environmental conditions of Paradise 
eek. 

vironmental improvements in some sections of Paradise Creek have already taken place and 

ration effo
l agencies and stakeholder groups that have been contacted to date have been very supportive 
he proposed restoration project. 



 

SECTION 4 – Environmental Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

Section 4 identifies the legal, policy, and regulatory requirem nts that could affect each of the 
pro
to 
law
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As t of 1969 and subsequent implementing 
reg y, this Environmental 
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wi ronmental Protection Agency to 
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Ad .  Measures would be taken to protect surface water from stockpiled materials or 
demolition materials.  Equipment would not be fueled nor fluids changed or stored within 100 
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e

posed alternatives.  The implications for each of the requirements are discussed with respect 
the proposed project.  Summaries of compliance and coordination activities for each of the 
s, policies, or regulation are provided. 

  National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
equired by the National Environmental Policy Ac r

ulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Qualit
sessment was prepared in order to determine whether the proposed action constitutes a 
major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment…” and 
ether an environmental impact statement is required.  This assessment documents the 

aluation and consideration of environmental effects throughout the study and planning process 
 the restoration and enhancement of Paradise Creek.  A public information/scoping meeting 
s held on February 5, 2003 at the Moscow City Hall.  Based upon the project purpose and 
ectives, and input from the public, alternative concepts for habitat enhancements were 

veloped and evaluated.  No significant issues that would require an environmental impact 
tement have been discovered to date.  Review of public comments will determine if a 
inding of No Significant Impact" is applicable. 

  Clean Water Act 
e Clean Water Act sets national goals and policies to eliminate discharge of water pollutants, 
ulate discharge of toxic pollutants, and prohibit discharge of pollutants from point sources 

thout permits.  The Clean Water Act also authorizes the Envi
ab
ndards. 

rsuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, a Water Quality Certification for the 
ommended action has been requested from the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality.  
order to receive a 401 certification for this project, the project must comply with the Paradise 
eek TMDL Implementation Plan developed and managed by the Paradise Creek Watershed 
visory Group

t of any waterway or wetland sites.  If any hazardous waste contamination were found during 
cavation, in the form of stained soil, free product, or unusual vapors, the Lewiston Regional 
fice of the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality would be contacted immediately (208-
9-4370).   

tions involving the discharge of dredged or fill materials into the waters of the United States 
uld be in accordance with guidelines promulgated by the Environmental Protection Agency in 

njunction with the Secretary of the Army under the authority of Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean 
ater Act.  A Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation is not required for the project because the proposal 
ets the requirements of Nationwide Permit #27, Stream and Wetland Restoration Activities.  
e main impacts to water quality (mainly increased turbidity) would occur during installation of 
 flow control structure just upstream from Line Street.  Work would be conducted during the 
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summer when flows would be low.  The proposed project is not anticipated to have long-term 
ne
 
Be ore than one acre of land, the Corps will 
co
Po
du
 
Co  Department of Water Resources will be conducted to insure 
co Governing Stream Channel Alteration.  The current rules indicate 
tha
un
 
4.3
Th tablished a comprehensive program for improving and maintaining 
air nited States.  The goals of the Clean Air Act are achieved through 
pe rces, controlling the emission of toxic substances from stationary and 
mo
U.
pri
nit
Ar
co
sta
 
Th
ma
wi
the
pro o IDAPA (Idaho Administrative 
Procedure Act) 58.01.01.650.  All demolition material must be disposed of in a non-municipal 
so
ID
 
4.4
Se
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As
eff
 
4.5
Th
Fe

gative effects on water quality.   

ause the proposed project would disturb mc
ordinate with the EPA pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act.  A Storm Water 
llution Prevention Plan will be prepared and used to minimize potential storm water impacts 
ring construction. 

ordination with the Idaho
pliance with Idaho's Rules m

t a Stream Channel Alteration Permit would not be required since the project is authorized 
der Section 404.   

  Clean Air Act 
e Clean Air Act of 1970 es

uality throughout the U q
rmitting of stationary sou
bile sources, and establishing National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  The act required the 

S. Environmental Protection Agency to adopt national ambient air quality standards for 
ority pollutants, which include sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, carbon monoxide, ozone, 
rogen dioxide, and lead.  These standards are designed to protect human health and welfare.  
eas in which the air pollutant levels exceed adopted standards for one or more pollutants are 
nsidered to be in “non-attainment.”  In those areas where pollutant levels do not exceed 
ndards are considered to be in “attainment.”  

e Moscow area is considered to be in attainment for priority pollutants, including particulate 
tter.  Construction activities have the potential to generate fugitive dust emissions.  However, 
th the implementation of construction best management practices, activities associated with 
 alternatives are not anticipated to adversely affect air quality.  Fugitive dust generated by the 
ject must meet the rules for Control of Air Pollution in Idah

lid waste facility.  Open burning of demolition or construction materials is prohibited by 
APA 58.01.01.600.   

  Endangered Species Act 
ction 7 of the Endangered Species Act states each Federal agency shall, in consultation with 
d with assistance of the Secretary, insure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by 
ch agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened 
ecies or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.  A Biological 
sessment is not required for this project because we have determined that there would be no 
ct on any ESA listed species.   e
   

  National Historic Preservation Act 
e National Historic Preservation Act requires that Federal agencies evaluate the effects of 
deral undertakings on historical, archaeological, and cultural resources, and that they consult 
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with the State Historic Preservation Office and other interested parties regarding adverse cultural 
res
 
No  observed in the project’s area of potential effect during a 2003 
su
ev
pro
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wi
 
4.6
Th ry, 
identification, treatment, and repatriation of Native American and Native Hawaiian human 
rem cts, sacred 
ob
 
In t
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4.7 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
In 
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is 
 
Th  Wildlife Service and the Idaho 
De
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4.8  Act 
Th
ac
the
or 
birds p
the manage timber, range, agricultural crops, and other 
sp
 
An
pri
yo
 
4.9
Th
ero
org nizations for protection of watersheds including flood control.   
 

ource impacts.   

cultural properties were 
rface survey which included sub-surface testing.  After review of the findings of the field 
aluation, the Corps of Engineers determined the project would cause no effect to cultural 
perties and submitted the Agency’s determination to the Idaho State Historic Preservation 

fice (SHPO) and the Nez Perce Tribe’s Cultural Resource Program.  The SHPO concurred 
th the agency’s findings on November 24, 2003 (Appendix B).   

  Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
e Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act addresses the discove

ains and cultural items (associated funerary objects, unassociated funerary obje
jects, and objects of cultural patrimony).   

he event of an inadvertent discovery during construction the project would be stopped and the 
propriate parties would be contacted. 

  
accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Corps is required to consult with 
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the lead fish and wildlife agency in the state that the work 
 be performed.   to

e Corps has coordinated with both the U.S. Fish and
partment of Fish and Game to get their input on how to maximize the environmental benefits 
the project and also to minimize the environmental impacts of the project.   

 Migratory Bird Treaty 
e Migratory Bird Treaty Act involves conservation and protection of migratory birds in 
cordance with treaties entered into between the United States and Mexico, Canada, Japan, and 
 former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; must protect other wildlife, including threatened 
endangered species; and must restore or develop adequate wildlife habitat.  The migratory 

rotected under this Act are specified in the respective treaties.  In regulating these areas, 
 Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 

ecies of animals, and to enter into agreements with public and private entities.   

y activities near potential migratory bird nesting sites would be monitored for active nesting 
or to disturbance.  If active nests are found, work in that area would be delayed until the 
ung birds leave the nest. 

  Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 
e purpose of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act is to protect watersheds from 
sion, floodwater, and sediment damages.  The Act provides assistance programs to local 
a
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The actions proposed in this project would not affect upstream watersheds and they preserve 
de
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Th eral agencies in the role of floodplain 
ma fects of actions on floodplains and 
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Th e destruction, loss, or 
de dation of wetlands.  Section 2 of this order states that, in furtherance of the National 
En id undertaking or assisting in new 
co
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4.1
Re
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signed levels of flood protection provided by the Paradise Creek floodway. 

  EO 11988 Floodplain Management 0
is Executive Order outlines the responsibilities of Fed
nagement.  Each agency shall evaluate the potential ef

ould avoid undertaking actions that directly or indirectly induce development in the floodplain 
adversely affect natural floodplain values.   

ternatives considered for this project would maintain designed levels of flood protection and 
ld improve natural floodplain values in the long-term. u

1  EO 11990 Protection of Wetlands 
is order directs Federal agencies to provide leadership in minimizing th
gra
vironmental Policy Act of 1969, agencies shall avo
nstruction located in wetlands unless there is no practicable alternative.  The proposed project 
ludes methods to enhance wetlands areas.  

2  State and Local Laws, Policies, and Regulations 
quired state and local permits are obtained by the local sponsor.  No State or local permits are 
own to be required.  The University may obtain a Stream Channel Alteration Permit from the 

o Department of Water Resources. h
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SECTION 5 - Public and Agency Involvement 

This section presents the results of discussions with the agen es having responsibility for 
pe
 
Ag
 
Tw eeting for interested regulatory agencies, 
loc was held on January 31, 2003 at the 
Un
of 
 
A 
at d input from the public was 
sough  summary has been 
inc
 
Co
pre
 
Federal: 
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State: 
Ida ent of Fish and Game 
Ida lity 
Ida
Ida ater Resources 
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ci

rmitting of the project or managing the natural resources within the project area. 

ency Consultation and Coordination 

o public information meetings were conducted.  A m
l governments, tribes, and special interest groups a

iversity of Idaho.  Representatives from the Nez Perce Tribe, the University of Idaho, the City 
Moscow, and the Corps of Engineers were present. 

second meeting for agencies and the general public was held in Moscow on February 5, 2003 
the Moscow City Hall.  Initial project proposals were presented an

t.  Approximately 35 people attended the meeting.  The meeting
luded as Appendix C. 

ordination was conducted with the following agencies during the Feasibility Study and 
paration of the Environmental Assessment:  

S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
z Perce Tribe 

ho Departm
ho Department of Environmental Qua

ation Office ho State Historic Preserv
o Department of Wh

cal: 
ty of Moscow 
louse River/Coulee City Railroad 

tee louse Basin Aquifer Watershed Advisory Commit
louse Clearwater Environmental Institute 
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Appendix C 
 

Public Meeting Summary 

Paradise Creek Aquatic E  Project 

 
1. A public information m

total of 35 participants attend

 
2. Mee

staff tal organizations, congressional representatives, members of the Nez 
Perce Tribe, and local citizens. 

 
3.    
 a.   P
 b.   C ns/answers about the study 
 Receive public input on concerns and issues relating to the study  
 n Project and   
  
  
4.  he 
con epts
tec ica
Cit ho’s involvement and future plans 
by f.  Dave Dankel, Project Manager with the Corps of Engineers, gave a brief 
exp
mi
con
Fol
que
rest

5.  
pri
que
ide
Par
vis
 

 
cosystem estorationR

Public Information Meeting Summary 

eeting was held on February 5, 2003 in Moscow, Idaho with a 
ing the open house and formal meeting with breakout 

sessions.   

ting participants included University of Idaho faculty and students, City of Moscow 
, environmen

Four objectives were established for the meeting:  
resent Paradise Creek Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration project to the public 
reate an opportunity for public questio

c.   
d.   Provide public understanding of the Paradise Creek Restoratio

Environmental Analysis process. 

 T meeting began with an open house where participants were able to view draft 
c  about the potential restoration project and to discuss the project one-on-one with 

hn l staff.  The formal portion of the meeting began with a welcoming from Peg Hamlett, 
y of Moscow and an explanation of the University of Ida
Ray Pankop
lanation of meeting objectives and discussed the study purpose, scope, schedule, and 

lestones.  The University of Idaho’s project manager Andrew Conkey presented five draft 
cepts to consider for restoration of Paradise Creek within the University’s campus.  
lowing the presentations the managers fielded questions from the audience.  During the 
stion and answer sessions participants had the opportunity to inquire or comment about the 
oration project.   

 
 Breakout group sessions followed.  The sessions allowed participants to identify and 
oritize issues, concerns, and visions for the future restoration of Paradise Creek.  Two 
stions were provided to the participants in a small group setting.  All issues, concerns, and 
as that originated from the participants were listed on a flip chart for each question.  
ticipants were then asked to select their most significant issues/concerns and future 
ions.  The responses are listed by breakout group as identified by those in attendance.   
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GROUP 1 

1.    WHAT ARE OR ISSUES REGARDING THE PARADISE CREEK 
EC
 
 
 o
 a hin → (minimize low-flow channel  
 wid
 s
 
 
 Ha
 
 
 
 
 Ma project (Bridge abutments, etc.) 
 a dorms. 
 o restoration 
 -Ma
 No
 
 
  

2.  FUTURE OF PARADISE CREEK? 
 e
 Re  (TMDL for paradise creek) 
 -Sha

 nhance connections with existing riparian zones 
 -Bio-engi ered stream revetments -natural stream appearance & functionality 
 

 
 

 

 YOUR CONCERNS 
OSYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECT? 

-Long term maintenance & monitoring 
-Incorporate student work/research 
-H w does existing trail fit with project 
-M ximize channel width & stream channel wit

th) 
-U e native plants w/high phosphorous absorption in both stream & wetlands. 
-How to maintain flow in wetlands 
-Concern about hydraulic capacity of swale 
- bitat improvement – needed 
-Functional flood plain (wide as possible) 
-Will construction impact creek flow? 

a-M ke room for a path 
-Protection of existing sanitation/sewer interceptors 
- ke sure Peterson St. exit is accounted for/phased w/
-D ylighting Paradise Creek St. – too-close to new 
-L nger creek channel is better for 

ximize meanders 
-  lawn in channel area 
-Shading of creek channel 
-Monitor project benefits 

  
H  W AT IS YOUR VISION FOR THE

-R search & education site 
- duce Total Maximum Daily Load

ding of stream 
-E

ne
-Enhance fish habitat – vary depth of creek 
Co ) - mmunity involvement (volunteers

 GROUP 2 

1.    
ECO
 a
 
 -Native Vegetation 
 nding (cost shared) 
 
 -Location near highway 
 

WHAT ARE YOUR CONCERNS OR ISSUES REGARDING THE PARADISE CREEK 
SYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECT?  
-N tural restoration is key. / Wildlife Habitat  
-Maintain or improve recreation opportunity    

-Fu
-Flood Capacity 

-Weed control (Reed Canary Grass) 
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2.  WHAT IS YOUR VISION FOR THE FUTURE OF PARADISE CREEK? 
 
 b mental Volunteers) 
 
 
  
 Co
 -Pu
 Co
 

 

-Natural state = Key 
-Pu lic involvement (Environ
-Native fish restoration 
-Cre ommunity ek becomes focal point for c
-Is a pond/urban fishery possible?
- nnection between Moscow to Pullman projects? 

blic Info/Education 
- nsider route - near 1897 location (Ghormley Park) 

 GROUP 3 

1.  WHAT ARE YOUR CONCERNS OR ISSUES REGARDING THE PARADISE CREEK 
ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECT?  
 t into the concept/design process. 
 
 
 
 f
 Eq
 Ex
 e
 
2. H ADISE CREEK? 

 Co
 Im
 a
 a
 
 
 Be
 c ate historical alignment to maximum extent possible
      
 
 
 

  

-Lack of scientific inpu
-Concern with treatment efficiency of wetland cells, - with option (concept) #3. 
-Prefer a true ecosystem project – that works but not just aesthetically but based on a 
proven scientific system. 
-Sa ety issues, i.e. drowning, injury, etc. 
- ual partnership between university and city. 
- panding project upstream to 6th & Deacon 
-N ed for University technical involvement in feasible alternative development. 

  W AT IS YOUR VISION FOR THE FUTURE OF PAR
- mplete/facilitate bike path “maintain” path. 
- prove water quality 
-N tive plantings; natural look; not manicured. 

ve students & faculty be involved in planning process, design (also construction & -H
monitoring) 
-Incorporate into curriculum & training – multi-disciplines. 
- tter aesthetics 
-In lude more upstream, incorpor
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